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ABSTRACT
Group brainstorming is a very popular technique for the creation of ideas, although the state of the art in
psychological research backs from this kind of brainstorming. Electronic brainstorming overcomes some
of the drawbacks and regains some value. Unfortunately, the electronic brainstorming still is in infantile
state and lacks some modern techniques which may make the whole approach more effective. On a well-
founded psychological background, we present a new tool for effective electronic group brainstorming
which is designed according to modern information technology.
1 INTRODUCTION AND PREVIOUS WORK
In 1957, when Osborn [11] developed the idea-generation technique brainstorming, he claimed that
brainstorming groups could generate more ideas than the same number of individuals working sepa-
rately without communication. Contrary to this view, the first study on brainstorming by Taylor, Berry,
and Block [16] showed that nominal groups, i.e. pooling the ideas of individuals working separately, out-
performed the interacting groups. Diehl and Ziegler [2] pointed out that four decades of research failed
to prove the superiority of group brainstorming. Despite this empirical evidence of the technique’s in-
effectiveness, brainstorming seems to have gained considerable popularity in managerial practice and
management textbooks [9].
With the occurrence of networked microcomputers during the 1980s, electronic brainstorming has re-
ceived growing popularity. With electronic brainstorming face-to-face communication is substituted by
computer-mediated communication. Although research on electronic brainstorming has revealed strong
evidence that the new variation overcomes some of the deficits of face-to-face brainstorming [7], the
current situation is not satisfying. Jonas and Linneweh criticize that the tools for electronic brainstorm-
ing are still not developed in detail, but purely technologically oriented [3]. This indicates that the main
challenge with electronic brainstorming is the interaction of information technology with social science.
In [9], Connolly describes various aspects making this interaction difficult, including:
Different time frames. Technology develops and changes quickly and a new brainstorming tool can be
realized within months, while the time frame for empirical research is more in years.
Demand for special research methodologies. Traditional research methodologies are too slow and ex-
pensive to guide technology in real time.
Despite these difficulties, we present a new tool for electronic brainstorming that is based on a well-
founded psychological background and uses modern software technology. With this approach, the tool
is both a proper aid for brainstorming groups and, perhaps more importantly, a groundwork for empirical
research, as the flexible software architecture ensures simple adjustments for manipulating variables in
empirical evaluation.
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1.1 Basics on brainstorming
Brainstorming is an idea-generation technique that encourages a free flowing stream of ideas. According
to Osborn, the basic principles of brainstorming are the deferment of judgment and the principle that
quantity breeds quality. From these principles, the four rules of brainstorming can be derived: the more
ideas the better, the wilder the ideas the better, improve or combine ideas already suggested and do not
be critical. The main reason for group brainstorming is the assumption that mutual stimulation increases
the number and quality of ideas. More than 20 empirical studies have compared the performance of
nominal groups and face-to-face groups, and all disproved this traditional assumption [6].
In order to get guidelines for developing a new electronic brainstorming tool, it seems worthwhile to
examine plausible reasons for the ineffectiveness of face-to-face groups. The only difference between
nominal groups and face-to-face groups is the communication. In face-to-face groups, members can
communicate, while in nominal groups, they cannot. According to Steiner [14] communication leads
to process gains that increase performance and process losses that decrease performance. If nominal
groups perform better than face-to-face groups, then process losses outweigh process gains.
The most important process losses in face-to-face groups have been identified to be free riding, eval-
uation apprehension and production blocking. Free-riding denotes the strategy to rely on others to
accomplish the task. The main reasons for free-riding are that increasing group size lowers the identifi-
ability of individual contributions and decreases the perceived effectiveness of individual contributions
[6]. Secondly, evaluation apprehension occurs since despite brainstorming instructions, group members
might fear negative evaluations from others and, therefore, suppress uncommon ideas. Finally, produc-
tion blocking results from the fact that the contributions have to be made in sequential order, i.e. at a
given instant only one member can talk. Diehl and Stroebe [6] specify two potential consequences: first,
while waiting for their turn to speak, group members may forget ideas or suppress them because they
seem less relevant at later time. Second, the simultaneous reception of other ideas could cause distrac-
tion and may interfere with the persons’ own thinking. Furthermore, they could show that production
blocking accounts for most of the groups’ process losses.
1.2 Basics on electronic brainstorming
In general, electronic brainstorming tools allow each member to enter ideas into a computer workstation
and provide a mechanism for distributing the ideas to the workstations of others. The usual way to
realize such tools is the client/server paradigm. All ideas entered into the client workstations are sent to
a central server workstation and stored there as a ’group memory’. On a member’s request, this group
memory or a part of it is sent to the corresponding client workstation.
In [5], Dennis and Valacich describe that electronic brainstorming may affect process gains and losses
in at least three ways:
Degree of parallelism: As each member has her own input device, members can enter their ideas simul-
taneously at any given instant and, therefore, the main reason for production blocking no longer exists.
Group Memory: The stored group memory can be requested from the members at any time. This asyn-
chronous communication should provide an advantage of electronic brainstorming over both nominal
groups and face-to-face groups. In contrast to nominal groups, the possibility to communicate ideas pre-
serves the process gains; for example, mutual stimulation and avoidance of redundant ideas. In contrast
to face-to-face groups, the asynchronous form of communication prevents production blocking.
Anonymity: With electronic brainstorming, the degree of anonymity can be manipulated easily. How-
ever there is a trade-off between the temptation to free-ride and evaluation apprehension. In anonymous
groups, members may be tempted to free-ride, as the authors of specific ideas cannot be identified. On
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the other hand, in identified groups, evaluation apprehension might be high. The usual ways to real-
ize identified groups are name tags or photos tied to the ideas in group memory. Most authors agree
that anonymity is favorable for groups with members of different status. McLeod, after an analysis of
empirical studies on anonymity in idea-generating tasks, concludes that on average ”anonymous groups
produce more and higher quality ideas than do identified groups” [10].
It seems indisputable that electronic brainstorming groups generate more ideas than face-to-face groups
[7], but whether electronic brainstorming groups outperform nominal groups in general is not clear cut.
For large groups (12 persons) evidence is given that electronic brainstorming groups generate more
ideas than nominal groups do, while for small groups (6 persons), there seems to be no difference
[5, 18]. With electronic brainstorming groups, the process gains seem to outweigh the process losses
in large groups, but not in small groups. In [5], Dennis and Valacich give two possible hypotheses to
explain these findings. First, redundancy avoidance, i.e. using the group memory to avoid repeating
ideas already produced, may play a more important role in large groups. Second, larger groups may
experience more synergy, as the ideas in group memory might be more heterogenous, due to different
experience and knowledge of the members. In the next section, we discuss a more theoretical model for
cognitive creativity, in order to obtain new concepts for brainstorming tools (section3).
2 THE CREATIVITY MODEL
There are at least three important aspects for creativity itself [8]: the result of creative thinking, the
process of getting results and the persons developing the creativity. Our approach follows the cognitive
process oriented view, and takes into account that the synthesis or merging of previously separate con-
cepts plays an important role when creating creative ideas [15]. In the next subsection, we will review
the results of Santanen, Briggs and Vreede [12].
2.1 The cognitive network model of creativity
Santanen, Briggs and Vreede denote homogenous bundles of related items in memory as frames and
assume that such frames are the basic units of knowledge stored and manipulated in memory. Individual
frames that currently occupy short-term memory are referred to as salient and the process that causes
some particular frame to become salient is referred to as activation. When two or more frames are simul-
taneously salient, they are said to be associated. Activation of successive frames is assumed to spread
through memory by traversing the links which connect some salient frame to other frames. A frame
becoming salient causes the activation of yet other frames. According to the model, these activation
patterns are frequent and regular.
The widely accepted assumption that highly creative ideas often arise from the combination of previ-
ously unrelated concepts can be formulated in terms of the model: “. . . the creativity of a solution is a
function of the degree to which frames that were previously distant from one another become saliently
associated in the context of problem-solving ” [12]. According to the model it is not easy to get certain
distant frames associated, due to the potentially large number of intermediate frames. Due to the lim-
ited resources of short term memory and the enormous size of semantic memory, only a tiny fraction
of frames can be salient at a certain point. When the limited resources of short term memory become
consumed, salient frames have to be ’abandoned’ to get space for new frames, so it can be necessary
to displace the content of short term memory many times to reach distant areas of the knowledge net-
work. The model implies another obstacle for creativity: The more that resources of short term memory
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are bound by salient frames, the less resources remain available for evaluating combinations of those
frames.
The authors conclude that the limits of short term memory, together with the frequent and regular activa-
tion patterns of frames “form barriers which may help explain why people rarely venture beyond highly
familiar concepts while generating creative solutions to problems [12]”.
3 REQUIREMENTS FOR A NEW TOOL
3.1 Requirements derived from the research on (electronic) brainstorming
Maintain the empirically proven advantages of existing tools. Two aspects are crucial here: First, pre-
serving process gains by supporting communication through the group memory and second, reducing
the main process loss production blocking by supporting the parallel input of ideas and asynchronous
access to the group memory.
Anonymous groups and flexible logging facility. To ensure anonymity between the members, the visual-
ization of the group memory should have no hints on how to find out who entered an idea. But it is not
enough to consider the brainstorming group alone. A mechanism for logging the actions of the group
members may be necessary in some situations. Logging data is important for experimenters evaluating
the tool, or may be used to generate statistics with the relative performance of each member, in order
to reduce the free-riding effect. As the ratio between social recognition and demand for anonymity de-
pends on the specific situation, the tool should be quite flexible in this aspect and leave the decision on
an adequate ratio to the users.
Display the whole group memory. In order to avoid redundant ideas, members should be able to examine
the whole group memory and not just random selections of it.
Reduce costs of interaction. Overhead costs of interaction should be reduced, so that even in small
groups with homogenous ideas, the process gains of interaction can overweigh the losses.
3.2 Requirements derived from the cognitive network model of creativity
The cognitive model of creativity indicates that brainstorming tools can support members in producing
creative ideas in two ways: First, in reducing the cognitive load and second, by facilitating the combi-
nation of distant frames.
Reducing the cognitive load. Cognitive load can be reduced by coding several frames that are simul-
taneously and repeatedly salient into a new, more abstract chunk [12]. A new brainstorming tool that
provides different abstraction layers, i.e. allows one to distinguish between concrete ideas and generic
categories, might support the building of more abstract concepts. The abstract categories in group mem-
ory may provide additional benefits. As the properties of categories will be less specific than those tied
to concrete ideas, abstract categories might be more useful in stimulating various new ideas.
Facilitate the combination of previously unrelated concepts. Reducing cognitive load by supporting
more abstract categories might already facilitate the process of making new associations between pre-
vious unrelated concepts. Our approach explicitly tries to support this important concept for creativity.
The key to overcoming the described restrictions of creativity caused by the regular activation patterns
of a person is to utilize group collaboration. As no two persons have the same cognitive networks and
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activation patterns [12, 2], it is likely that with different persons, the same concept subsequently acti-
vates quite different concepts. If the tool displays all these concepts of various members in one close
area, each member can view different but related concepts at a glance, while these concepts may be quite
distant in her own cognitive network.
4 THE NEW TOOL BRAINSTORM
Through a visual representation of ideas, we were able to put the above design goals into practice. The
visual representation of ideas as nodes, together with the option to connect certain nodes with each other,
allows the users to build individual idea structures. The central concept of Brainstorm is to concatenate
these individual structures into a common group structure or group memory.
4.1 Brainstorm from a user’s point of view
Two roles of users can be discriminated, members of brainstorming groups using the Brainstorm client
and the moderator operating the Brainstorm server. The moderator can open a brainstorming session by
simply specifying a session name and the brainstorming topic. After closing the session, she can edit
and save the session results.
While a session is open, members can log in by specifying a pseudonym, the session name and the
address of the server workstation. After logging in, a member gets a workspace for the individual idea
structure. On this workspace, nodes for ideas can be created and edges can be dragged between nodes,
in order to indicate some kind of relation. A member can edit the text of nodes, move nodes, delete
nodes or edges and change the type of nodes. Three different types of nodes are available: idea nodes,
category nodes and domain nodes (cf. figure 1).
Figure 1: Node types of Brainstorm
To get stimulated from the ideas of others, a view of the group memory can be requested at any time.
A view of the group memory is generated for each member individually in a way that the member’s
own individual structure can be recognized easily within the group memory (cf. figure2). Within the
view of the group memory, members can fade in/fade out each of the three levels of abstraction by
pressing/releasing the corresponding buttons. While the view of the group memory is displayed, two
additional operations are possible. Per drag and drop, members can take over nodes from the view or
join nodes from the view with nodes of the individual structure. A node dragged from the view can be
dropped on the workspace to take it over, or it can be dropped on a node of the individual structure to join
the nodes. In group memory, these taken or joined nodes become links between individual structures. In
the individual structure, these nodes are on par with the nodes created by the member, i.e. these nodes
can be altered or deleted, just as other nodes can.
As the structures might become quite huge during a brainstorming session, the client user interface
includes different aids for zooming and simple navigation within structures that do not fit entirely on the
screen.
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Figure 2: Brainstorm client with view of the group memory shown on the right side. Within the view,
two kinds of nodes are differentiated: own nodes, i.e. nodes corresponding to nodes from the individual
structure having a blue border at the left side and nodes from other members having a grey border.
Accordingly, edges corresponding to edges from the individual structure are black and other edges are
grey. Furthermore, own nodes are ordered in a similar way to in the individual structure. These features
make it easy for a member to spot her own individual structure within the view of the group memory.
The overviews at the bottom show the entire structures and can be used for navigation.
Members can log off from a session at any point of time. As long as the session is open, a member can
re-register with her pseudonym, possibly from another workstation.
4.2 The new architecture and the underlying yFiles library
One goal of Brainstorm is to facilitate empirical research, so the software architecture should support
the easy and rapid implementation of special variations. In order to achieve this goal, modularity and
extensibility were the main design goals for the software architecture. Figure 3 illustrate that the user
interface and the implementation of the communication mechanism are separated from the application
logic by well-defined interfaces. This allows changes in one module, for example the user interface,
without impingement on the rest of the system. Additionally, Brainstorm has a layered architecture,
making it possible to replace a certain layer or add an additional layer with specific features. The
protocol layer is responsible for the communication between the client and the server. The application
layer provides the higher layers with general features for distributed application, for example log in
and log off mechanisms. The graph layer offers functions for the distributed manipulation of graph
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Application ApplicationCommunication CommunicationUser Interface User Interface
Protocol Layer
Application Layer
Graph Layer
Supergraph Layer
brainstorm client brainstorm server
Figure 3: The Brainstorm architecture
structures and the transmission of graph structures across computer networks. The super-graph layer
quite specifically fulfills the requirements formulated in section 3, and will now be described in more
detail.
vi
ew
 on
 gr
ou
p
m
em
or
y 
fo
r M
3
gr
ou
p 
m
em
or
y
in
di
vi
du
al 
str
uc
tu
re
s
M1 M2 M3
Se
rv
er
Cl
ie
nt
idea1
idea2
idea2
Figure 4: Super-graph layer
Figure 4 shows a schematic representation of the super-graph layer’s data structures. The figure shows
an example session with three members M1, M2 and M3, and indicates two copies of each individual
structure, one within the client of a certain member and one within the server. If a member alters her
individual structure, the corresponding individual structure at the server side will be altered accordingly.
However, most alterations of an individual structure have implications on the group memory as well.
The fundamental concept of the super-graph layer is that each specific idea, category, or domain has
exactly one representative in group memory, while there may be representations of an idea, category,
or domain in various individual structures. The representative is mutually referenced with each of its
representations. For example, in figure 4, idea1 is represented in the individual structures of M1 and
M2. For the operations members can execute on their individual structures, the super-graph layer defines
the corresponding operations on the group memory. Now, if a member connects two ideas with an edge,
the representatives of these two ideas will be connected in group memory.
The two additional operations ’take node’ and ’join nodes’ described above are defined by the super-
graph layer as well. Figure 4 illustrates the ’take over’ operation: Member M3 had dragged the idea2
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from the view of the group memory into her own individual structure. Thereby, a new representation of
idea2 was created within the corresponding individual structure at server side, and this new representa-
tion will be mutually referenced with the representative of idea2. Thus, the representative of idea2 has
become a link in group memory between the individual structures of M2 and M3.
With this conception of the super-graph layer, there is no concept of ownership, i.e. all the representa-
tions of a representative are totally equal. Nevertheless, an idea will not be deleted from group memory
unless the author deletes the idea herself. More accurately, a representative is removed from group
memory if and only if a member deletes the last representation.
4.3 Short Description of yFiles
For the implementation of the upper two layers, the graph layer and the super-graph layer, the yFiles li-
brary [19] is used. The yFiles is a Java-based library for the visualization and automatic layout of graph
structures. Included features are data structures, graph algorithms, diverse layout and labeling algo-
rithms and a graph viewer component. The viewer component supports features like zooming, scrolling,
layout morphing and different levels of detail rendering. Within the Brainstorm client this viewer com-
ponent is used for displaying the individual structure and the view of the group memory. Within the
Brainstorm server, the data structures of the yFiles library are used for the individual structures and the
group memory.
Currently, yFiles includes graph layout algorithms for a variety of different layout styles. For the auto-
matic layout of the view of the group memory, Brainstorm uses the organic layouter of the yFiles. This
layout algorithm follows the force-directed layout paradigm. The vertices are modeled by charged balls
repelling each other to observe even spacing, while the edges are modeled by springs to observe close-
ness of adjacent vertices. Various energy-minimization approaches lead to layouts with nice features:
clusters, as well as symmetries can easily be recognized, the vertices spread well on the page, adjacent
vertices are placed in each other’s neighborhood, additional constraints can be incorporated, etc. For an
overview, see e.g. [1].
5 EVALUATION AND DISCUSSION
The most important condition for the new concept of Brainstorm is that members create structures
by dragging edges between nodes. We have done some informal experiments with Brainstorm and
it seems that people connect related nodes intuitively. Furthermore, these informal tests have shown
that in general people need less than five minutes to get used to the Brainstorm client. At the institute
of psychology in Tu¨bingen, Brainstorm will be empirically evaluated and compared to the traditional
approach, which will show how far the new concepts will lead. For this study we have enhanced the
tool by simply adding another software layer providing features for a more sophisticated evaluation,
including:
Time frames. All logged in clients can be simultaneously enabled and will be simultaneously disabled
when a selected time frame expires. Progress bars show the consumed time.
Keeping certain features independent. We have installed four modi, namely either the group mem-
ory is enabled or disabled, for the user, and secondly, the graphical view shows either either the two-
dimensional structure as described above, or just a linear list of nodes. So, we are able to experimentally
evaluate the effect of each of the features.
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As we have no data from these experiments yet, we will explain how the requirements have been met by
our tool Brainstorm on a more theoretical basis.
Maintain the empirically proven advantages of existing tools. With Brainstorm, members can create
nodes to enter ideas at any time, just as they can request the group memory at any time.
Due to the graphical visualization of ideas additional operations, for example ’moving a node’, are
necessary. In order to avoid a new kind of production blocking caused by difficulties in operating the
client, the interaction with the client user interface has been kept simple and intuitive. For example, all
the operations on the individual structure, for example, create nodes or delete edges, work independently
whether a view of the group memory is displayed or not.
Anonymous groups and flexible logging facility. Within a view of the group memory, two kinds of nodes
are visually distinguished: nodes of the individual structure and other nodes. No other information is
given, in particular, no hints on who created a specific node. The degree of anonymity at the server
side depends largely on ’social protocols’. A group can agree to use their real names or meaningless
pseudonyms while logging in to a session. Furthermore, the server user interface allows one to disable
the logging mechanism completely.
Display the whole group memory and reduce costs of interaction. These two requirements seem contra-
dictory at first glance, as an examination of the whole group memory might take a long time. With
Brainstorm, this conflict can be resolved. In group memory, related nodes are displayed nearby and
different levels of abstraction are supported. The combination of these two features allows the members
to find ideas of interest quickly and with little distraction and should, therefore, reduce the costs of
interaction. Members thinking of ideas on a special aspect must not read all ideas of an arbitrary or
chronological list, but can concentrate on the specific region for that aspect. Locating a region of interest
is facilitated by the possibility of initially merely displaying the more abstract levels.
Decreasing cognitive load. The possibility of specifying categories or domains and examining the cate-
gories or domains of others may promote the generation of abstract chunks of information.
Figure 5: Related ideas are displayed nearby
Facilitate the combination of previous unrelated concepts. Brainstorm creates views on the group mem-
ory which display related nodes nearby. It is safe to assume that due to different cognitive networks and
activation patterns, different people produce different ideas and specify different subjective meaningful
relations between the ideas. So Brainstorm displays concepts nearby, which might be distant and not
related in the cognitive network of a particular member. This is illustrated in figure 5, which shows
part of the Brainstorm client of a member M1 participating at a brainstorming session to improve a
company’s profit. The group memory on the right side shows the category ’make better use of the pro-
duction capacities’ and two related ideas of other members. The ideas ’work at weekends’ and ’recruit
employees’ displayed nearby might stimulate M1 to the new idea of recruiting new employees who just
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work at weekends. 1
Note that our approach to graphically support the cognitive networks of individuals and for combining
those networks for group brainstorming reminds of recent employments of cognitive maps. In this
paper, we tried to avoid the connection to cognitive maps, since it has been used in many different and
not always well-defined ways. Originally, it has been a tool to describe the way rats memorize their food
path through a labyrinth [17], and more generally, it is used to identify individual perception in a certain
environment. Nowadays, it is even employed as a tool for marketing. Recently, people have tried to
find ways to combine cognitive maps of individuals [13]. This should reflect a common perception of a
group of individuals for a certain situation. We are aware of those approaches and will compare them
with ours in the future.
Acknowledgement The authors would like to thank Michael Diehl for assistance and guidance with
questions about the psychological basis of this work.
References
[1] Giuseppe Di Battista, Peter Eades, Roberto Tamassia, and Ioannis G. Tollis. Graph Drawing: Algorithms
for the Visualization of Graphs. Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, New Jersey, 1999.
[2] Margarete Boos, Kai J. Jonas, and Kai Sassenberg, editors. Computervermittelte Kommunikation in Organ-
isationen, chapter Michael Diehl, Rene Ziegler: Informationsaustausch und Ideensammlung in Gruppen,
pages 89–101. Hogrefe, Go¨ttingen, 2000.
[3] Margarete Boos, Kai J. Jonas, and Kai Sassenberg, editors. Computervermittelte Kommunikation in Organ-
isationen, chapter Kai J. Jonas, Klaus Linneweh: Computerunterstu¨tzte Kreativitaetstechniken fu¨r Gruppen,
pages 115–126. Hogrefe, Go¨ttingen, 2000.
[4] Edward de Bono. Serious Creativity. Die Entwicklung neuer Ideen durch die Kraft lateralen Denkens.
Scha¨ffer-Poeschel, Stuttgart, 1996.
[5] Alan R. Dennis and Joseph S. Valacich. Computer brainstorms: More heads are better than one. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 78:531–537, 1993.
[6] Michael Diehl and Wolfgang Stroebe. Productivity loss in brainstorming groups: Toward the solution of a
riddle. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53:497–509, 1987.
[7] R. Brent Gallupe, William H. Cooper, Mary-Liz Grise´, and Lana M. Bastianutti. Blocking Electronic Brain-
storms. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79:77–86, 1994.
[8] Walter Hussy. Denkpsychologie, volume 2. Kohlhammer, Stuttgart, 1986.
[9] Sara Kiesler, editor. Culture of the Internet, chapter 12: Terry Connolly: Electronic Brainstorming: Science
meets technology in the group meeting room, pages 263–276. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, NJ,
USA, 1997.
[10] Poppy Lauretta McLeod. A Comprehensive Model of Anonymity in Computer-Supported Group Decision-
Making. In Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on Information Systems, Atlanta, pages 223–
234, 1997.
[11] Alex F. Osborn. Applied Imagination: Principles and Procedures of Creative Thinking (rev.ed.). Scribner,
New York, 1957.
[12] Eric L. Santanen, Robert O. Briggs, and Gert-Jan de Vreede. The Cognitive Network of Creativity: a
New Causal Model of Creativity and a New Brainstorming Technique. In Proceedings of the 33rd Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences. IEEE, 2000.
1The Swedish company Perstop Corporation put exactly this idea into practice with big success. [4]
129
ECIS 2002 • June 6–8, Gdańsk, Poland — First — Previous — Next — Last — Contents —
Thomas Kra¨tschmer and Michael Kaufmann
[13] S. D. Sheetz, D. P. Tegarden, K. A. Kozar, and I. Zigurs. A Group Support Systems Approach to Congnitve
Mapping. Journal of Management Information Systems, 11:31–57, 1994.
[14] I. D. Steiner. Group Proccesses and Productivity. Academic Press, New York, 1972.
[15] Robert J. Sternberg, editor. Handbook of Creativity, chapter Thomas B. Ward, Steven M. Smith and Ronald
A. Finke: Creative Cognition, pages 189–212. Cambridge University Press, The Edinburgh Building, Cam-
bridge CB2 2RU, UK, 1999.
[16] D. W. Taylor, P. C. Berry, and C. H. Block. Does group participation when using brainstorming facilitate or
inhibit creative thinking? Administrative Science Quaterly, 3:23–47, 1958.
[17] E. C. Tolman. Cognitive maps in rats and man. Psychological Review, 55:189–208, 1948.
[18] Joseph S. Valacich, Alan R. Dennis, and Terry Connolly. Idea generation in computer-based groups: A new
ending to an old story. Organizational-Behavior-and-Human-Decision-Processes, 57:448–467, 1994.
[19] Roland Wiese, Markus Eiglsperger, and Michael Kaufmann. yFiles: Visualization and Automatic Lay-
out of Graphs. In Proceedings of the 9th Symposium on Graph Drawing (GD’01), also http://www-
pr.informatik.uni-tuebingen.de/yfiles, 2001.
130
